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which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD of January 23, 1995.

Air Force nominations beginning Timothy
L. Anderson, and ending Raymond E.
Ratajik, Jr., which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of January 23, 1995.

Army nominations beginning Rodger T.
Hosig, and ending Sara M. Lowe, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
January 23, 1995.

Army nomination of Frederick B. Brown,
which was received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of Jan-
uary 23, 1995.

Army nominations beginning Ronnie
Abner, and ending Vincent A. Zike, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of
January 23, 1995.

Navy nominations beginning James P.
Screen III, and ending Jason R.J. Testa,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD of January 23, 1995.

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 11:53 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 830. An act to amend chapter 35 of
title 44, United States Code, to further the
goals of the Paperwork Reduction Act to
have Federal agencies become more respon-
sible and publicly accountable for reducing
the burden of Federal paperwork on the pub-
lic, and for other purposes.

H.R. 889. An act making emergency supple-
mental appropriations and rescissions to pre-
serve and enhance the military readiness of
the Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1995, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that
pursuant to the provisions of 22 U.S.C.
1928a, the Speaker appoints to the U.S.
Group of the North Atlantic Assembly
the following members on the part of
the House: Mr. ROSE, Mr. HAMILTON,
Mr. COLEMAN, and Mr. RUSH.

The message further announced that
pursuant to the provisions of section 3
of Public Law 94-304, as amended by
section 1 of Public Law 99-7, the Speak-
er appoints to the Commission on Se-
curity and Cooperation in Europe the
following members on the part of the
House: Mr. PORTER, Mr. WOLF, Mr.
FUNDERBURK, Mr. SALMON, Mr. HOYER,
Mr. MARKEY, Mr. RICHARDSON, and Mr.
CARDIN.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bill was read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 889. An act making emergency supple-
mental appropriations and rescissions to pre-
serve and enhance the military readiness of
the Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1995, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Appropriations.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following measure was read the
first and second times by unanimous
consent and placed on the calendar:

H.R. 830. An act to amend chapter 35 of
title 44, United States Code, to further the
goals of the Paperwork Reduction Act to
have Federal agencies become more respon-
sible and publicly accountable for reducing
the burden of Federal paperwork on the pub-
lic, and for other purposes.

——————

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

Lacy H. Thornburg, of North Carolina, to
be U.S. District Judge for the District of
North Carolina.

Sidney H. Stein, of New York, to be U.S.
District Judge for the Southern District of
New York.

Thadd Heartfield, of Texas, to be U.S. Dis-
trict Judge for the Eastern District of Texas.

David Folsom, of Texas, to be U.S. District
Judge for the Eastern District of Texas.

Sandra L. Lynch, of Massachusetts, to be
U.S. Circuit Judge for the First Circuit.

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.)

————

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. BIDEN,
Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr. HEFLIN):

S. 464. A Dbill to make the reporting dead-
lines for studies conducted in Federal court
demonstration districts consistent with the
deadlines for pilot districts, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. BAUCUS:

S. 465. A bill to amend the Solid Waste Dis-
posal Act to provide congressional authoriza-
tion for restrictions on receipt of out-of-
State municipal solid waste and for State
control over transportation of municipal
solid waste, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

By Mr. BREAUX:

S. 466. A bill to amend title IT of the Social
Security Act to repeal the rule providing for
termination of disabled adult child’s benefits
upon marriage; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. BOND:

S. 467. A Dbill for the relief of Benchmark
Rail Group, Inc., and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GLENN (for himself and Mr.
DEWINE):

S. 468. A Dbill to extend the deadline under
the Federal Power Act applicable to the con-
struction of a hydroelectric project in Ohio,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

By Mr. GREGG (for himself and Mr.
COATS):
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S. 469. A bill to eliminate the National
Education Standards and Improvement
Council and opportunity-to-learn standards;
to the Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources.

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself and Mr.
INOUYE):

S. 470. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to prohibit the distribution
to the public of violent video programming
during hours when children are reasonably
likely to comprise a substantial portion of
the audience; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. BIDEN (for himself, Mr.
D’AMATO, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. ROTH,
and Mr. STEVENS):

S. 471. A bill to provide for the payment to
States of plot allowances for certain vet-
erans eligible for burial in a national ceme-
tery who are buried in cemeteries of such
States; to the Committee on Veterans Af-
fairs.

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr. KEN-
NEDY):

S. 472. A bill to consolidate and expand
Federal child care services to promote self
sufficiency and support working families,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

By Mr. BOND (for himself, Mr. SIMON,
Mr. ASHCROFT, and Ms. MOSELEY-
BRAUN):

S.J. Res. 27. A joint resolution to grant the
consent of the Congress to certain additional
powers conferred upon the Bi-State Develop-
ment Agency by the States of Missouri and
Illinois; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

———

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr.
BIDEN, Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr.
HEFLIN):

S. 464. A Dbill to make the reporting
deadlines for studies conducted in Fed-
eral court demonstration districts con-
sistent with the deadlines for pilot dis-
tricts, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

THE CIVIL JUSTICE REFORM ACT AMENDMENT

ACT OF 1995

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce legislation that
would work a purely technical correc-
tion to extend the time period for a
study currently being conducted in cer-
tain Federal courts.

The Civil Justice Reform Act of 1990
set up two programs to study various
innovative programs in court manage-
ment. One program involves so-called
pilot courts, and the other involves
what are referred to as demonstration
districts. Those court programs were
originally established for a 3-year pe-
riod, with the studies to be conducted
over a 4-year period and the resulting
reports transmitted to Congress by De-
cember 31, 1995. The Rand Corp. has
been carrying out the study of the pilot
courts, while the Federal Judicial Cen-
ter is conducting the study of the dem-
onstration districts.

Last year, the pilot court programs
were extended for an additional year,
and the Rand Corp. received a 1-year
extension for its study of those courts.
That extension was included in the Ju-
dicial Amendments Act of 1994.
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Through an oversight, however, no ex-
tension was included for the dem-
onstration districts.

The legislation I am introducing
would grant precisely the same 1-year
extension for the demonstration dis-
tricts as was granted for the pilot
courts. That will make the two pro-
grams and their studies consistent so
that the final reports can be directly
compared. That was precisely the in-
tent behind the identical deadlines
that were established when the two
study programs were set up. This legis-
lation will restore that end. Also, the
extension of the deadline will improve
the study, since more cases will be
complete and included in the study.
Improving the reliability and consist-
ency of the resulting reports can only
help us improve the efficiency of our
courts.

Finally, this 1-year extension will en-
tail no additional costs since the dem-
onstration districts are planning to
continue the programs under study in
any event. The extension of the dead-
line will not affect the budget or per-
sonnel of any Federal entity.

I also note that this purely technical
bill has bipartisan support: Senators
BIDEN, GRASSLEY, and HEFLIN are origi-
nal cosponsors.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 464

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF CIVIL JUSTICE EX-
PENSE AND DELAY REDUCTION
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS.

Section 104 of the Civil Justice Reform Act
of 1990 (28 U.S.C. 471 note) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1) by striking ‘‘4-year
period” and inserting ‘‘5-year period’’; and

(2) in subsection (d) by striking ‘‘December
31, 1995, and inserting ‘‘December 31, 1996,’.

By Mr. BAUCUS:

S. 465. A bill to amend the Solid
Waste Disposal Act to provide congres-
sional authorization for restrictions on
receipt of out-of-State municipal solid
waste and for State control over trans-
portation of municipal solid waste, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works.

THE INTERSTATE WASTE CONTROL ACT OF 1995

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce the State and Local Govern-
ment Interstate Waste Control Act of
1995. This bill will give our cities and
States the authority they need to re-
strict imports of trash coming from
other States.

COMMERCE IN GARBAGE

Not many people think of garbage as
a commodity like other products that
flow in interstate commerce but it is.

Every year, the United States pro-
duces more than 200 million tons of
municipal waste. Seven percent of this
garbage—1 ton in 14—is sent to a land-
fill or incinerator in another State.
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Nearly every State is a seller or
buyer in the municipal waste market.
Forty-seven States export some gar-
bage, and 44 import some garbage.

When you think about it, trading
garbage makes sense, especially for
border towns. In Montana, for example,
two towns have made arrangements to
share landfills with western North Da-
kota towns. And some trash, from the
Wyoming areas of Yellowstone Park, is
disposed of in Montana.

These arrangements save money for
the communities involved. And shared
regional landfills can be a policy that
makes sense.

DECIDE OUR OWN DESTINY

But it only makes sense when every-
one involved agrees to it. Nobody
should have barrels of garbage emptied
over their heads. And it is a nasty fact
that some people see big thinly popu-
lated States like Montana as potential
trash cans.

The people of Montana, or any other
State, should not be forced to take
trash they do not want. The citizens of
Miles City, for example, have been
fighting to stop a proposed mega-land-
fill from taking out-of-State waste.

This idea would have brought entire
coal trains full of garbage to dump on
a small prairie town. These trains aver-
age 110 cars each. One hundred and ten
open-roofed coal cars full of trash. Like
prairie garbage schooners. It is an out-
rage.

Miles City, like all cities, should be
able to decide whether it wants these
trains. We should be able to control our
own destiny. And we want the right to
say ‘‘no.”

If we see landfill sharing as appro-
priate for our needs, fine. But we ought
to be able to reject these arrangements
when we don’t like them. As Deborah
Hanson of the Custer Resource Alliance
put it a couple of years ago, ‘‘we want
to guarantee that Montana will not be-
come a dumping ground.”

It’s that simple, Mr. President. No
city or State should become a dumping
ground simply because an exporting
community does not have the will to
take care of its own garbage.

Today, however, we do not have that
power. Neither local communities, nor
Governor Racicot, nor the legislature
can reject unwanted garbage imports.
The Supreme Court has repeatedly
struck down State laws aimed at re-
stricting out-of-State garbage, because
these laws violate the Constitution’s
interstate commerce protections. And
that must change.

THE INTERSTATE WASTE BILL

Mr. President, we have been working
on this issue for 6 years. We have ex-
plored all options in an effort to find a
workable solution.

We have held hearings and debated
the issues. The Senate passed inter-
state waste bills in the 101st Congress,
the 102d Congress, and again last Con-
gress. It is time to put this issue be-
hind us.

If we build on the progress we made
last year, we can pass a bill that be-
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comes law. I believe that this bill
strikes the right compromise to do just
that. It is largely the same bill that
the Senate and the House came close to
agreeing on last year. We came within
a fingernail’s width of agreement last
year, and it is time to finish the job.

The bill resolves a problem that our
States cannot solve without congres-
sional action.

STRIKING A BALANCE

And it strikes a balance that will
work for every community, in every
State. It has four major points:

First, it allows every Governor to
freeze future imports of garbage at the
amount his or her State received in
1993.

Second, it bans any new imports of
municipal waste unless the community

receiving the garbage specifically
wants it.
Third, it requires large exporting

States to reduce their future exports.
This will encourage recycling and
other efforts to cut the amount of gar-
bage we produce.

And fourth, to ensure that no State
becomes a dumping ground for any
other State, the bill authorizes a Gov-
ernor to limit imports from any single
State.

Thus, this bill empowers States and
communities. It lets them decide
whether they want more out-of-State
garbage. If the community wants new
imports, it can enter a host community
agreement subject to the approval of
the Governor. The decision is up to the
people at home.

In summary, Mr. President, this bill
will give States the power to restrict
trash imports. It will require exporting
States to reduce their exports. And it
will do all this without disrupting ben-
eficial existing arrangements or cre-
ating incentives for illegal disposal.

Finally, and most important, it will
give people in rural towns some say in
their own lives and communities. Some
control over their destiny.

It will mean more decisions by ordi-
nary middle-class people, and fewer de-
cisions by big Government and big
business. And that is what the people
want.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill along with
a summary of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 465

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘State and
Local Government Interstate Waste Control
Act of 1995,

SEC. 102. INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION AND
DISPOSAL OF MUNICIPAL SOLID

WASTE.
Subtitle D of the Solid Waste Disposal Act
(42 U.S.C. 6941 et seq.) is amended by adding
after section 4010 the following new section:
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“SEC. 4011. INTERSTATE TRANSPORTATION AND
DISPOSAL OF MUNICIPAL SOLID
WASTE.

‘(a) RESTRICTION ON RECEIPT OF OUT-OF-
STATE WASTE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—(A) Except as provided in
subsections (c), (e), and (h), effective Janu-
ary 1, 1996, a landfill or incinerator in a
State may not receive for disposal or incin-
eration any out-of-State municipal solid
waste unless the owner or operator of such
landfill or incinerator obtains explicit au-
thorization (as part of a host community
agreement) from the affected local govern-
ment to receive the waste.

‘“(B) An authorization granted after enact-
ment of this section pursuant to subpara-
graph (A) shall—

(i) be granted by formal action at a meet-
ing;

‘“(ii) be recorded in writing in the official
record of the meeting; and

‘(iii) remain in effect according to its
terms.

‘(C) An authorization granted pursuant to
subparagraph (A) may specify terms and con-
ditions, including an amount of out-of-State
waste that an owner or operator may receive
and the duration of the authorization.

(D) Promptly, but not later than 90 days
after such an authorization is granted, the
affected local government shall notify the
Governor, contiguous local governments, and
any contiguous Indian tribes of an authoriza-
tion granted under this subsection.

‘(2) INFORMATION.—Prior to seeking an au-
thorization to receive out-of-State municipal
solid waste pursuant to this subsection, the
owner or operator of the facility seeking
such authorization shall provide (and make
readily available to the Governor, each con-
tiguous local government and Indian tribe,
and any other interested person for inspec-
tion and copying) the following information:

““(A) A brief description of the facility, in-
cluding, with respect to both the facility and
any planned expansion of the facility, the
size, ultimate waste capacity, and the antici-
pated monthly and yearly quantities (ex-
pressed in terms of volume) of waste to be
handled.

“(B) A map of the facility site indicating
location in relation to the local road system
and topography and hydrogeological fea-
tures. The map shall indicate any buffer
zones to be acquired by the owner or oper-
ator as well as all facility units.

‘(C) A description of the then current envi-
ronmental characteristics of the site, a de-
scription of ground water use in the area (in-
cluding identification of private wells and
public drinking water sources), and a discus-
sion of alterations that may be necessitated
by, or occur as a result of, the facility.

‘(D) A description of environmental con-
trols typically required to be used on the site
(pursuant to permit requirements), including
run on or run off management (or both), air
pollution control devices, source separation
procedures (if any), methane monitoring and
control, landfill covers, liners or leachate
collection systems, and monitoring pro-
grams. In addition, the description shall in-
clude a description of any waste residuals
generated by the facility, including leachate
or ash, and the planned management of the
residuals.

‘“(BE) A description of site access controls
to be employed, and roadway improvements
to be made, by the owner or operator, and an
estimate of the timing and extent of in-
creased local truck traffic.

“(F) A list of all required Federal, State,
and local permits.

‘“(G) Estimates of the personnel require-
ments of the facility, including information
regarding the probable skill and education
levels required for jobs at the facility. To the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

extent practicable, the information shall dis-
tinguish between employment statistics for
preoperational and postoperational levels.

‘“(H) Any information that is required by
State or Federal law to be provided with re-
spect to any violations of environmental
laws (including regulations) by the owner,
the operator, and any subsidiary of the
owner or operator, the disposition of enforce-
ment proceedings taken with respect to the
violations, and corrective action and reha-
bilitation measures taken as a result of the
proceedings.

‘“(I) Any information that is required by
State or Federal law to be provided with re-
spect to gifts and contributions made by the
owner or operator.

“(J) Any information that is required by
State or Federal law to be provided with re-
spect to compliance by the owner or operator
with the State solid waste management plan.

‘“(3) NOTIFICATION.—Prior to taking formal
action with respect to granting authoriza-
tion to receive out-of-State municipal solid
waste pursuant to this subsection, an af-
fected local government shall—

““(A) notify the Governor, contiguous local
governments, and any contiguous Indian
tribes;

‘“(B) publish notice of the action in a news-
paper of general circulation at least 30 days
before holding a hearing and again at least 15
days before holding the hearing, except
where State law provides for an alternate
form of public notification; and

‘(C) provide an opportunity for public
comment in accordance with State law, in-
cluding at least 1 public hearing.

“(b) ANNUAL STATE REPORT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Within 90 days after en-
actment of this section and on April 1 of
each year thereafter the owner or operator of
each landfill or incinerator receiving out-of-
State municipal solid waste shall submit to
the affected local government and to the
Governor of the State in which the landfill
or incinerator is located information speci-
fying the amount and State of origin of out-
of-State municipal solid waste received for
disposal during the preceding calendar year.
Within 120 days after enactment of this sec-
tion and on July 1 of each year thereafter
each such State shall publish and make
available to the Administrator, the governor
of the State of origin and the public a report
containing information on the amount of
out-of-State municipal solid waste received
for disposal in the State during the pre-
ceding calendar year.

‘“(2) CONTENTS.—Each submission referred
to in this subsection shall be such as would
result in criminal penalties in case of false
or misleading information. Such submission
shall include the amount of waste received,
the State of origin, the identity of the gener-
ator, the date of shipment, and the type, of
out-of-State municipal solid waste.

‘“(3) LisT.—The Administrator shall pub-
lish a list of States that the Administrator
has determined have exported out of State in
any of the following calendar years an
amount of municipal solid waste in excess
of—

‘“(A) 3.5 million tons in 1996;

‘4(B) 3.0 million tons in 1997;

“(C) 3.0 million tons in 1998;

‘(D) 2.5 million tons in 1999;

‘“(E) 2.5 million tons in 2000;

“(F) 1.5 million tons in 2001;

‘“(G) 1.0 million tons in 2002;

‘“(I) 1.0 million tons in 2003; and

“(J) 1.0 million tons in each calendar year
after 2003.

The list for any calendar year shall be pub-
lished by June 1 of the following calendar
year.

‘“(4) SAVINGS PROVISION.—Nothing in this
subsection shall be construed to preempt any
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State requirement that requires more fre-
quent reporting of information.

‘(c) FREEZE.—

‘(1) ANNUAL AMOUNT.—(A) Beginning Janu-
ary 1, 1996, except as provided in paragraph
(2) and unless it would result in a violation
of, or be inconsistent with, a host commu-
nity agreement or permit specifically au-
thorizing the owner or operator of a landfill
or incinerator to accept out-of-State munic-
ipal solid waste at such landfill or inciner-
ator, and notwithstanding the absence of a
request in writing by the affected local gov-
ernment, a Governor, in accordance with
paragraph (3), may limit the quantity of out-
of-State municipal solid waste received for
disposal at each landfill or incinerator cov-
ered by the exceptions provided in subsection
(e) that is subject to the jurisdiction of the
Governor, to an annual amount equal to the
quantity of out-of-State municipal solid
waste received for disposal at such landfill or
incinerator during calendar year 1993.

“(B) At the request of an affected local
government that has not executed a host
community agreement, the Governor may
limit the amount of out-of-State municipal
solid waste received annually for disposal at
the landfill or incinerator concerned to the
amount described in subparagraph (A). No
such limit may conflict with provisions of a
permit specifically authorizing the owner or
operator to accept, at the facility, out-of-
State municipal solid waste.

“(C) A limit or prohibition under this sec-
tion shall be treated as conflicting and in-
consistent with a permit or host community
agreement if—

‘(i) the permit or host community agree-
ment establishes a higher limit; or

‘“(ii) the permit or host community agree-
ment does not establish any limit.

‘(2) LIMITATION ON GOVERNOR’S AUTHOR-
ITY.—A Governor may not exercise the au-
thority granted under this subsection in a
manner that would require any owner or op-
erator of a landfill or incinerator covered by
the exceptions provided in subsection (e) to
reduce the amount of out-of-State municipal
solid waste received from any State for dis-
posal at such landfill or incinerator to an an-
nual quantity less than the amount received
from such State for disposal at such landfill
or incinerator during calendar year 1993.

‘(3) UNIFORMITY.—AnNy limitation imposed
by a Governor under paragraph (1)(A)—

““(A) shall be applicable throughout the
State;

‘(B) shall not directly or indirectly dis-
criminate against any particular landfill or
incinerator within the State; and

‘(C) shall not directly or indirectly dis-
criminate against any shipments of out-of-
State municipal solid waste on the basis of
place of origin.

‘(d) RATCHET.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Unless it would result in
a violation of, or be inconsistent with, a host
community agreement or permit specifically
authorizing the owner or operator of a land-
fill or incinerator to accept out-of-State mu-
nicipal solid waste at such landfill or incin-
erator, immediately upon the date of publi-
cation of the list required under subsection
(b)(3), and notwithstanding the absence of a
request in writing by the affected local gov-
ernment, a Governor, in accordance with
paragraph (4), may prohibit the disposal of
out-of-State municipal solid waste, at any
landfill or incinerator covered by the excep-
tions in subsection (e) that is subject to the
jurisdiction of the Governor, generated in
any State that is determined by the Admin-
istrator under subsection (b)(3) as having ex-
ported, to landfills or incinerators not cov-
ered by host community agreements or per-
mits, in any of the following calendar years
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an amount of municipal solid waste in excess
of the following:

““(A) 3.5 million tons in 1996.

“(B) 8.0 million tons in 1997.

‘(C) 3.0 million tons in 1998.

‘(D) 2.5 million tons in 1999.

“(E) 2.5 million tons in 2000.

““(F') 1.5 million tons in 2001.

“(G) 1.5 million tons in 2002.

“(H) 1.0 million tons in 2003.

‘(I) 1.0 million tons in each calendar year
after 2003.

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL EXPORT LIMITS.—

‘‘(A) PROHIBITION.—No State may export to
any one State more than the following
amounts of municipal solid waste in any of
the following calendar years:

‘(i) 1.4 million tons, or 90 percent of the
1993 levels exported to the State, whichever
is greater, in 1996;

‘‘(ii) 1.3 million tons, or 90 percent of the
1996 levels exported to the State, whichever
is greater, in 1997;

‘‘(iii) 1.2 million tons, or 90 percent of the
1997 levels exported to a State, whichever is
greater, in 1998;

‘“(iv) 1.1 million tons, or 90 percent of the
1998 levels exported to a State, whichever is
greater, in 1999;

“(v) 1 million tons in 2000;

““(vi) 800,000 tons in 2001;

‘“(vii) 600,000 tons in 2002; or

‘‘(ix) 600,000 tons in any year after 2002,

to landfills or incinerators not covered by
host community agreements or permits au-
thorizing receipt of out-of-State municipal
solid waste.

‘(B) ACTION BY GOVERNOR.—The Governor
of an importing State may restrict levels of
imports of municipal solid waste into that
State to reflect the levels specified in sub-
paragraph (A) if—

‘(i) the Governor of the importing State
has notified the Governor of the exporting
State and the Administrator 12 months prior
to enforcement of the importing State’s in-
tention to impose the requirements of this
section;

‘“(ii) the Governor of the importing State
has notified the Governor of the exporting
State and the Administrator of the violation
by the exporting State of this section at
least 90 days prior to the enforcement of this
section; and

‘“(iii) the restrictions imposed by the Gov-
ernor of the importing State are uniform at
all facilities within the State receiving mu-
nicipal solid waste from the exporting State.

‘“(3) DURATION.—The authority provided by
paragraph (1) or (2) or both shall apply for as
long as a State exceeds the levels allowable
under paragraph (1) or (2), as the case may
be.

‘“(4) UNIFORMITY.—Any restriction imposed
by a State under paragraph (1) or (2)—

““(A) shall be applicable throughout the
State;

‘“(B) shall not directly or indirectly dis-
criminate against any particular landfill or
incinerator within the State; and

“(C) shall not directly or indirectly dis-
criminate against any shipments of out-of-
State municipal solid waste on the basis of
State of origin, in the case of States in viola-
tion of paragraph (1) or (2).

‘“(e) AUTHORIZATION NOT REQUIRED FOR
CERTAIN FACILITIES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The prohibition on the
disposal of out-of-State municipal solid
waste in subsection (a) shall not apply to
landfills and incinerators that—

‘““(A) were in operation on the date of en-
actment of this section and received during
calendar year 1993 documented shipments of
out-of-State municipal solid waste, or

‘“(B) before the date of enactment of this
section, the owner or operator entered into a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

host community agreement or received a
permit specifically authorizing the owner or
operator to accept at the landfill or inciner-
ator municipal solid waste generated outside
the State in which it is or will be located.

¢“(2) AVAILABILITY OF DOCUMENTATION.—The
owner or operator of a landfill or incinerator
that is exempt under paragraph (1) of this
subsection from the requirements of sub-
section (a) shall provide to the State and af-
fected local government, and make available
for inspection by the public in the affected
local community, a copy of the host commu-
nity agreement or permit referenced in para-
graph (1). The owner or operator may omit
from such copy or other documentation any
proprietary information, but shall ensure
that at least the following information is ap-
parent: the volume of out-of-State municipal
solid waste received, the place of origin of
the waste, and the duration of any relevant
contract.

¢“(3) DENIED OR REVOKED PERMITS.—A land-
fill or incinerator may not receive for dis-
posal or incineration out-of-State municipal
solid waste in the absence of a host commu-
nity agreement if the operating permit or li-
cense for the landfill or incinerator (or re-
newal thereof) was denied or revoked by the
appropriate State agency before the date of
enactment of this section unless such permit
or license (or renewal) has been reinstated as
of such date of enactment.

‘“(4) WASTE WITHIN BI-STATE METROPOLITAN
STATISTICAL AREAS.—The owner or operator
of a landfill or incinerator in a State may re-
ceive out-of-State municipal solid waste
without obtaining authorization under sub-
section (a) from the affected local govern-
ment if the out-of-State waste is generated
within, and the landfill or incinerator is lo-
cated within, the same bi-State level A met-
ropolitan statistical area (as defined by the
Office of Management and Budget and as
listed by the Office of Management and
Budget as of the date of enactment of this
section) that contains two contiguous major
cities each of which is in a different State.

“(fy NEEDS DETERMINATION.—ANy com-
prehensive solid waste management plan
adopted by an affected local government pur-
suant to Federal or State law may take into
account local and regional needs for solid
waste disposal capacity. Any implementa-
tion of such plan through the State permit-
ting process may take into account local and
regional needs for solid waste disposal capac-
ity only in a manner that is not inconsistent
with the provisions of this section. Nothing
in this subsection shall be construed to pro-
hibit or preclude any State government or
solid waste management district, as defined
under State law, from requiring any affected
local government to site, construct, expand,
or require the installation of environmental
equipment at, any solid waste facility.

“(g) IMPLEMENTATION AND ENFORCEMENT.—
Any State may adopt such laws and regula-
tions, not inconsistent with this section, as
are necessary to implement and enforce this
section, including provisions for penalties.

‘‘(h) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be interpreted or construed to
have any effect on State law relating to con-
tracts or to authorize or result in the viola-
tion or failure to perform the terms of a
written, legally binding contract entered
into before enactment of this section during
the life of the contract as determined under
State law.

‘(i) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section:

‘(1) AFFECTED LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—(A)
For any landfill or incinerator, the term ‘af-
fected local government’ means—

‘(i) the public body authorized by State
law to plan for the management of municipal
solid waste, a majority of the members of
which are elected officials, for the area in
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which the landfill or incinerator is located or
proposed to be located; or

‘‘(ii) if there is no such body created by
State law—

‘(I) the elected officials of the city, town,
township, borough, county, or parish se-
lected by the Governor and exercising pri-
mary responsibility over municipal solid
waste management or the use of land in the
jurisdiction in which the facility is located
or is proposed to be located; or

“(IT) if a Governor fails to make a selection
under subclause (I), and publish a notice re-
garding the selection, within 90 days after
the date of enactment of this section, the
elected officials of the city, town, township,
borough, county, parish, or other public body
created pursuant to State law with primary
jurisdiction over the land or the use of land
on which the facility is located or is pro-
posed to be located.

The Governor shall publish a notice regard-
ing the selection described in clause (ii).

‘“(B) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A),
for purposes of host community agreements
entered into before the date of enactment of
this section (or before the date of publication
of mnotice, in the case of subparagraph
(A)(ii)), the term shall mean either the pub-
lic body described in clause (i) or the elected
officials of the city, town, township, bor-
ough, county, or parish exercising primary
responsibility for municipal solid waste
management or the use of land on which the
facility is located or proposed to be located.

‘(C) Two or more Governors of adjoining
States may use the authority provided in
section 1005(b) to enter into an agreement
under which contiguous units of local gov-
ernment located in each of the adjoining
States may act jointly as the affected local
government for purposes of providing au-
thorization under subsection (a) for munic-
ipal solid waste generated in one of the juris-
dictions described in subparagraph (A) and
received for disposal or incineration in an-
other.

‘(2) HOST COMMUNITY AGREEMENT.—The
term ‘host community agreement’ means a
written, legally binding document or docu-
ments executed by duly authorized officials
of the affected local government that specifi-
cally authorizes a landfill or incinerator to
receive municipal solid waste generated out-
of-State, but does not include any agreement
to pay host community fees for receipt of
waste unless additional express authoriza-
tion to receive out-of-State municipal solid
waste is also included.

““(3) MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE.—The term
‘municipal solid waste’ means refuse (and
refuse-derived fuel) generated by the general
public, from a residential source, or from a
commercial, institutional, or industrial
source (or any combination thereof) to the
extent such waste is essentially the same as
waste normally generated by households or
was collected and disposed of with other mu-
nicipal solid waste as part of normal munic-
ipal solid waste collection services, and re-
gardless of when generated, would be consid-
ered conditionally exempt small quantity
generator waste under section 3001(d), such
as paper, food, wood, yard wastes, plastics,
leather, rubber, appliances, or other combus-
tible or noncombustible materials such as
metal or glass (or any combination thereof).
The term ‘municipal solid waste’ does not in-
clude any of the following:

““(A) Any solid waste identified or listed as
a hazardous waste under section 3001.

‘“(B) Any solid waste, including contami-
nated soil and debris, resulting from a re-
sponse action taken under section 104 or 106
of the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (42 U.S.C. 9604 or 9606) or a corrective ac-
tion taken under this Act.
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‘(C) Recyclable materials that have been
separated, at the source of the waste, from
waste otherwise destined for disposal or that
have been managed separately from waste
destined for disposal.

‘(D) Any solid waste that is—

‘(i) generated by an industrial facility; and

‘“(ii) transported for the purpose of treat-
ment, storage, or disposal to a facility that
is owned or operated by the generator of the
waste, or is located on property owned by the
generator of the waste, or is located on prop-
erty owned by a company with which the
generator is affiliated.

‘“(E) Any solid waste generated incident to
the provision of service in interstate, intra-
state, foreign, or overseas air transportation.

“(F') Sewage sludge and residuals from any
sewage treatment plant, including any sew-
age treatment plant required to be con-
structed in the State of Massachusetts pur-
suant to any court order issued against the
Massachusetts Water Resources Authority.

“(G) Combustion ash generated by resource
recovery facilities or municipal incinerators,
or waste from manufacturing or processing
(including pollution control) operations not
essentially the same as waste normally gen-
erated by households.

“(H) Any medical waste that is segregated
from or not mixed with municipal solid
waste (as otherwise defined in this para-
graph).

“(I) Any material or product returned from
a dispenser or distributor to the manufac-
turer for credit, evaluation, or possible
reuse.

“(4) OUT-OF-STATE MUNICIPAL SOLID
WASTE.—The term ‘out-of-State municipal
solid waste’ means, with respect to any
State, municipal solid waste generated out-
side of the State. Unless the President deter-
mines it is not consistent with the North
American Free Trade Agreement and the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, the
term shall include municipal solid waste
generated outside of the United States.

‘() SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZED; SPECIFI-
CALLY AUTHORIZES.—The terms ‘specifically
authorized’ and ‘specifically authorizes’ refer
to an explicit authorization, contained in a
host community agreement or permit, to im-
port waste from outside the State. Such au-
thorization may include a reference to a
fixed radius surrounding the landfill or in-
cinerator that includes an area outside the
State or a reference to ‘any place of origin’,
reference to specific places outside the
State, or use of such phrases as ‘regardless of
origin’ or ‘outside the State’. The language
for such authorization may vary as long as it
clearly and affirmatively states the approval
or consent of the affected local government
or State for receipt of municipal solid waste
from sources or locations outside the
State.”.

SEC. 103. TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.

The table of contents in section 1001 of the
Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. prec.
6901) is amended by adding after the item re-
lating to section 4010 the following new item:
““Sec. 4011. Interstate transportation and dis-

posal of municipal solid
waste.””.
SUMMARY OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

INTERSTATE WASTE CONTROL ACT OF 1995

The State and Local Government Inter-
state Waste Control Act of 1995 provides the
following new legal authority to every State
to restrict out-of-State municipal solid
waste.

Restriction on receipt of Out-of-State
MSW. Municipal solid waste imports are
banned unless the affected local community,
as defined by the Governor or State law,
agrees to accept the waste.
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MSW Import Freeze. A governor may uni-
laterally freeze out-of-State MSW at 1993
levels.

MSW Export State Rachet. A governor
may unilaterally ban out-of-State MSW from
any State exporting more than 3.5 million
tons of MSW in 1996, 3.0 million tons in 1997
and 1998, 2.5 million tons of MSW in 1999 and
2000, 1.5 million tons in 2001 and 2002, and 1
million tons of MSW in 2003 and every year
thereafter.

MSW Import State Rachet. A Governor
may unilaterally restrict out-of-State MSW,
imported from any one State in excess of the
following levels: In 1996, more than 1.4 mil-
lion tons or 90 percent of the 1993 levels of
such waste exported to such State, which-
ever is greater; in 1997, 1.3 million tons or
90% of the 1996 levels of such waste exported
to such State, whichever is greater; in 1998,
1.2 million tons of 90 percent of the 1997 lev-
els of such waste exported to such State,
whichever is greater; in 1999, 1.1 million tons,
or 90% of the 1998 levels of such waste ex-
ported to such State, whichever is greater; in
2000, 1 million tons; in 2001, 800,000 tons; and
in 2002 and each year thereafter, 600,000 tons.

International Imports. The bill also allows
any Governor to exercise these authorities
to ban or limit MSW imported from Canada
(and other countries) if not inconsistent with
GATT and NAFTA.

Protection of Host Community Agree-
ments. The bill explicitly prohibits a Gov-
ernor from limiting or prohibiting MSW im-
ports to landfills or incinerators (including
waste-to-energy facilities) that have a host
community agreement (as defined in the
bill). Such agreements must expressly au-
thorize the receipt of out-of-State MSW.

Needs Determination. The bill allows a
State plan to take into account local and re-
gional needs for solid waste disposal capacity
through State permitting provided that it is
implemented in a manner that is not incon-
sistent with the provisions of the bill.

By Mr. BREAUX:

S. 466. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to repeal the rule
providing for termination of disabled
adult child’s benefits upon marriage; to
the Committee on Finance.

THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT AMENDMENT ACT OF

1995

e Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I re-
introduce legislation that would re-
solve a long-standing inequity in the
rules that govern eligibility under the
Social Security Act’s coverage of dis-
abled individuals.

The so-called disabled adult child
benefit under title II of the Social Se-
curity Act provides benefits to the dis-
abled children of individuals who re-
ceive old age or disability insurance
benefits. Eligible individuals receive a
cash benefit and Medicare coverage.
Very often the Medicare coverage that
individuals receive is more important
than the cash benefit, because the se-
verely disabled recipients have no-
where else to go to get insurance that
would cover their preexisting, often se-
vere disabilities.

Under current law, individuals who
receive the disabled adult child benefit
automatically lose their benefits if
they get married, regardless of their
income. This penalty is archaic and
should be removed from the law. When
these provisions were originally en-
acted society had a different view of
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the disabled than it does today. The
notion was that, upon marriage, dis-
abled individuals would leave their de-
pendence relationship with the Social
Security program only to enter into a
dependence relationship on a spouse.
Today, we have come to realize that
disabled people can be productive mem-
bers of society in their own right. They
can and should be free to marry, and
raise families and engage in the pursuit
of happiness like everyone else in this
country. This automatic loss of bene-
fits, especially of the all-important
Medicare coverage—is a huge obstacle
for disabled adult child recipients who
want to do so.

Mr. President, the bill I am reintro-
ducing today would repeal the provi-
sion which requires that these individ-
uals lose their benefits when they
marry.

Several years ago, a constituent of
mine named Jimmy Rick drove his
wheelchair all the way to Washington,
DC, and Capitol Hill from his home in
Amide, LA, in order to bring this mat-
ter to my attention. Mr. Rica has been
paralyzed from the neck down since he
was 3 years old and has had a series of
incredibly painful and debilitating op-
erations over the course of his 46 years.
Every night of his life he must sleep in
an iron lung. Somehow, he still man-
aged to pilot his wheel chair the 1,100
miles from Aide, LA, to Capitol Hill to
explain the effect that the marriage
provision has had on his life.

Mr. Rick and his wife, Dona, had to
wait 7 years before they could get mar-
ried and adopt children. He was com-
pletely dependent on the Medicare cov-
erage he had as a beneficiary and could
not have gotten insurance anywhere
else. Jimmy and Dona could not get
married until she found a job with the
U.S. Postal Service that carried the
kind of health insurance coverage that
Jimmy absolutely needed in order to
survive. Since their marriage in May
1990 the Ricks have adopted two chil-
dren, and they would like to adopt
more. They are a happy, productive
and stable family. The archaic mar-
riage penalty in the Social Security
law only served to delay this happy cir-
cumstance for 7 unnecessary years.

This Congress will be the third Con-
gress in which I have introduced this
legislation. In June 1992, the Senate Fi-
nance Committee approved a provision
based on this legislation as part of a
larger measure that would have liberal-
ized the Social Security earnings limit.
Unfortunately, the provision was
stripped before the legislation passed
due to conflict with the Budget Com-
mittee’s interpretation of rules related
to on-budget versus off-budget financ-
ing. Try to explain that to constituents
whose day to day lives were drastically
affected by an unreasonable provision
of the law.

Mr. President, I hope that this legis-
lation, which will strengthen the con-
cept of the family and allow thousands
of disabled persons to marry who can-
not now do so, receives the favorable
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attention of my colleagues and can fi-
nally be passed into law.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 466

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. REPEAL OF RULE PROVIDING FOR
TERMINATION OF DISABLED ADULT
CHILD’S BENEFITS UPON MARRIAGE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(d) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(d)) is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (1)(D), by striking
marries,’’;

(2) by striking paragraph (5); and

(3) in paragraph (6)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘(other than by reason of
death)’’ after ‘‘terminated”’,

(B) by striking ‘‘(provided no event speci-
fied in paragraph (1)(D) has occurred)’’, and

(C) by striking ‘‘the first month in which
an event specified in paragraph (1)(D) oc-
curs’ in subparagraph (C) and inserting ‘‘the
month in which the child’s death occurs”.

(b) Conforming Amendments.—

(1) Section 202(d) of such Act (as amended
by subsection (a)) is further amended by re-
designating paragraphs (6), (7), (8), and (9) as
paragraphs (5), (6), (7), and (8), respectively.

(2) Section 202(s)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
402(s)(2)) is amended by striking ‘“So much of
subsections (b)(3), (c)(4), (d)(b), (2)3), and
(h)(4) of this section as precedes the semi-
colon,” and inserting ‘‘Subsections (b)(3),
(c)(4), (2)(3), and (h)(4) of this section”.

(3) Section 223(e) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
423(e)) is amended by striking “‘(d)(6)(A)(ii),
(A)(6)(B),” and inserting ““(A)(B)(A){1),
(DGB)”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply with respect
to marriages occurring on or after May 1,
1995.@

“or

By Mr. BOND:

S. 467. A bill for the relief of Bench-

mark Rail Group, Inc., and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.
THE BENCHMARK RAIL GROUP RELIEF ACT OF 1995
e Mr. BOND. Mr. President, at the end
of last session this body passed legisla-
tion to provide relief to the Benchmark
Rail Group, Inc., a company in St.
Louis, MO, that performed emergency
work, at the request of the Southern
California Regional Rail Authority,
following the Northridge earthquake in
California. Unfortunately, the House
did not act on this legislation.

It was not until after several weeks
into the emergency repair work on rail
lines in the Los Angeles area that
Benchmark learned of a provision in
California State law that requires
State agencies to only hire contractors
licensed to do work in the State of
California. This provision disqualified
Benchmark from receiving payment
owed—approximately $500,000.

FEMA, following the direction pro-
vided under section 406(a) of the Robert
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act, contributed 90
percent to the net eligible cost of re-
pair, restoration, reconstruction, and
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replacement of public facilities as a re-
sult of the earthquake. On August 23,
1994, funds were obligated by FEMA for
various projects undertaken by the
Metropolitan Transit Authority, in-
cluding Southern California Regional
Rail Authority and the work performed
by the Benchmark Rail Group. Because
of the provision of California State
law, unfortunately the funds obligated
cannot be awarded to Benchmark by
the State of California or the Southern
California Regional Rail Authority.

In a letter to Governor Wilson,
FEMA stated that:

Benchmark Rail Group of St. Louis, MO,
travelled halfway across the country at the
invitation of the Southern California Re-
gional Rail Authority to help people in dire
need of assistance. this action was clearly an
example of the concept of people-helping-
people at work

According to the letter:

FEMA is precluded from directly paying
Benchmark or otherwise effectuating or fa-
cilitating payment to Benchmark because of
limitations imposed by both State and Fed-
eral law.

FEMA cannot pay Benchmark for
two reasons. First, ‘‘the Federal Gov-
ernment, in the performance of its du-
ties and responsibilities, cannot ignore
or abrogate State law. Since the failure
to have a particular California license
is the obstacle to payment by the
State, FEMA is not legally in a posi-
tion to do what the State of California,
the Metropolitan Transit Authority
and the Southern California Regional
Rail Authority cannot do.”” Second, the
Stafford Act prohibits FEMA from pro-
viding funds directly to Benchmark,
since the company is not an eligible
grantee. Section 406(a) of the Stafford
Act and the applicable regulations au-
thorizes reimbursement by FEMA only
to the grantee of the Federal share of
disaster assistance funds which must
be a State or local government.

The State of California, like FEMA,
recognized the problem and tried to re-
solve it last summer. Governor Wilson
worked with the California State Leg-
islature to amend California law to au-
thorize payment to Benchmark. The ef-
fort got underway late in the legisla-
tive session and failed. Governor Wil-
son wrote to FEMA and stated:

We are hopeful that this problem can be re-
solved if FEMA obtains the administrative
flexibility to make the Stafford Act payment
directly to Benchmark.

The legislation that was introduced
by the former senior Senator of Mis-
souri, Senator Danforth, and passed
this body last year, and which I am re-
introducing today, would do just that.
This legislation directs FEMA to reim-
burse Benchmark for all work which is
eligible for reimbursement under the
Stafford Act, including the 90-percent
share that FEMA would ordinarily pay
and the 10-percent share that the non-
Federal entity would pay.

It is unfortunate that Benchmark
Rail Group has gotten caught in the
middle of State and Federal bureauc-
racy. Benchmark, who rushed to help
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others suffering from a natural dis-
aster, now is suffering and cannot get
help because of the inflexibility in both
Federal and State law. I believe we
have a responsibility to make certain
that Benchmark is compensated for the
work performed. I urge my colleagues
to support this legislation.e

By Mr. GLENN (for himself and
Mr. DEWINE):

S. 468. A Dbill to extend the deadline
under the Federal Power Act applicable
to the construction of a hydroelectric
project in Ohio, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.

THE FEDERAL POWER ACT AMENDMENT ACT OF

1995

e Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, today
with my colleague, Mr. DEWINE, I am
introducing a bill to extend the time
limitation on an already issued Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission
[FERC] license for the Summit pumped
energy storage project in Norton, OH.
Legislation authorizing the FERC to
grant this extension has been intro-
duced in the House by Congressman
SAWYER.

Upon completion of environmental,
engineering and other project review,
the FERC issued a license to Summit
Energy Storage, Inc., for the Summit
pumped storage hydropower project.
The 1,500 megawatt Summit project, to
be located in Summit and Medina
Counties, OH, will generate an esti-
mated maximum 3,900 gigawatt-hours
of electricity per year.

Section 13 of the Federal Power Act
prescribes the time limits for com-
mencement of construction of a hydro-
power project once FERC has issued a
license. The licensee must begin con-
struction not more than 2 years from
the date the license is issued, unless
FERC extends the initial 2-year dead-
line. FERC has extended the Summit
project’s construction commencement
deadline for the one permissible 2-year
period, setting the current deadline of
April 11, 1995. The bills we introduce
would grant FERC authority to extend
the commencement of construction
deadline for up to 6 additional years.

Mr. President, I urge the enactment
of this legislation. I ask unanimous
consent that the text of the bill be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 468

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF DEADLINE.

(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the
time period specified in section 13 of the Fed-
eral Power Act (16 U.S.C. 806) that would
otherwise apply to the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission project numbered 9423,
the Commission may, at the request of the
licensee for the project, in accordance with
the good faith, due diligence, and public in-
terest requirements of that section and the
Commission’s procedures under that section,
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extend the time period during which the li-
censee is required to commence the con-
struction of the project, under the extension
described in subsection (b), for not more
than 3 consecutive 2-year periods.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
take effect on the date of the expiration of
the extension of the period required for com-
mencement of construction of the project de-
scribed in subsection (a) that the Commis-
sion issued, prior to the date of enactment of
this Act, under section 13 of the Federal
Power Act (16 U.S.C. 806).e

By Mr. GREGG (for himself and
Mr. COATS):

S. 469. A bill to eliminate the Na-
tional Education Standards and Im-
provement Council and opportunity-to-
learn standards; to the Committee on
Labor and Human Resources.

EDUCATION LEGISLATION

e Mr. GREGG. Mr. President: I intro-
duce legislation that begins to undo
the damage caused by the passage of
Goals 2000: Educate America Act dur-
ing the last Congress. My legislation
will not only eliminate the National
Education Standards and Improvement
Council but will also repeal oppor-
tunity to learn standards. Both of
these, created under Goals 2000, specifi-
cally shift a significant amount of the
control of curriculum and management
of elementary and secondary schools
from local communities and States to
the Federal Government.

By repealing these two pieces of
Goals 2000, we rid States and localities
of the most offensive provisions of this
legislation and move to restore local
control of education. The first step is
eliminating the National Education
Standard and Improvement Council
[NESIC], also referred to as the Na-
tional School Board. This body is
charged with certifying national con-
tent and performance standards and
opportunity to learn standards. These
standards basically address all areas
affecting the way elementary and sec-
ondary schools are operated. We have
already seen the failure of national
standards with the creation of U.S. his-
tory standards. Let’s stop this disaster
before it goes any further.

The second step in the process of re-
storing local control is to eliminate op-
portunity to Ilearn standards. Basi-
cally, these standards are a Federal
methodology of how people teach, what
they are taught and the atmosphere in
which they are taught. Opportunity to
learn standards deal with input; they
address curriculum, instructional ma-
terials, teacher capabilities, and school
facilities. Since when is the Federal
Government involved in deciding how
many pencils each classroom should
have?

Proponents of opportunity to learn
standards insist that the implementa-
tion of these standards is voluntary.
However, if a State wants their fair
share of the available funds, they must
develop these standards, even if they
have no intention of using them; this
does not appear to be voluntary to me.

We must make it clear that ener-
gizing local communities, the parents,
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the teachers, the principals, and the

school boards is the key to improving

education. My legislation does just
that.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 469

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. ELIMINATION OF THE NATIONAL
EDUCATION STANDARDS AND IM-
PROVEMENT COUNCIL AND OPPOR-
TUNITY-TO-LEARN STANDARDS.

Title II of the Goals 2000: Educate America
Act (20 U.S.C. 5821 et seq.) is amended—

(1) by repealing part B (20 U.S.C. 5841 et
seq.); and

(2) by redesignating parts C and D (20
U.S.C. 5861 et seq. and 5871 et seq.) as parts
B and C, respectively.

SEC. 2. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.

(a) GOALS 2000: EDUCATE AMERICA ACT.—

(1) The table of contents for the Goals 2000:
Educate America Act is amended, in the
items relating to title II—

(A) by striking the items relating to part

(B) by striking ‘“PART C” and inserting
“PART B’’; and

(C) by striking “PART D’ and inserting
“PART C”.

(2) Section 2 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5801) is
amended—

(A) in paragraph (4)—

(i) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘“‘and”
after the semicolon;

(ii) by striking subparagraph (C); and

(iii) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as
subparagraph (C); and

(B) in paragraph (6)—

(i) by striking subparagraph (C); and

(ii) by redesignating subparagraphs (D)
through (F) as subparagraphs (C) through
(BE), respectively.

(3) Section 3(a) of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5802)
is amended—

(A) by striking paragraph (7); and

(B) Dby redesignating paragraphs (8)
through (14) as paragraphs (7) through (13),
respectively.

(4) Section 201(3) of such Act (20 U.S.C.
5821(3)) is amended by striking ‘¢, voluntary
national student performance’ and all that
follows through ‘‘such Council” and insert-
ing ‘“‘and voluntary national student per-
formance standards’’.

(5) Section 202(j) of such Act (20 U.S.C.
5822(j)) is amended by striking ¢, student
performance, or opportunity-to-learn’” and
inserting ‘‘or student performance’’.

(6) Section 203 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5823)
is amended—

(A) in subsection (a)—

(i) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3);

(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (4)
through (6) as paragraphs (2) through (4), re-
spectively; and

(iii) by amending paragraph (2) (as redesig-
nated by clause (ii)) to read as follows:

‘“(2) review voluntary national content
standards and voluntary national student
performance standards;’’; and

(B) in subsection (b)(1)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘and”
after the semicolon;

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking
and’’ and inserting a period; and

(iii) by striking subparagraph (C).

(7) Section 204(a)(2) of such Act (20 U.S.C.
5824(a)(2)) is amended—
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(A) by striking ‘‘voluntary national oppor-
tunity-to-learn standards,’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘described
213().

(8) Section 241 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5871)
is amended—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘(a) NA-
TIONAL EDUCATION GOALS PANEL.—”’; and

(B) by striking subsections (b) through (d).

(9) Section 304(a)(2) of such Act (20 U.S.C.
5884(a)(2)) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by adding ‘‘and”
after the semicolon;

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking °;
and” and inserting a period; and

(C) by striking subparagraph (C).

(10) Section 306 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5886)
is amended—

(A) by striking subsection (d); and

(B) in subsection (o), by striking ‘‘State
opportunity-to-learn standards or strate-
gies,”.

(11) Section 308(b)(2) of such Act (20 U.S.C.
5888(b)(2)) is amended—

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i) of
subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘State oppor-
tunity-to-learn standards,”; and

(B) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘in-
cluding—>’ and all that follows through
“title II;” and inserting ‘‘including through
consortia of States;”’.

(12) Section 312(b) (20 U.S.C. 5892(b)) is
amended—

(A) by striking paragraph (1); and

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3)
as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively.

(13) Section 314(a)(6)(A) of such Act (20
U.S.C. 58%4(a)(6)(A)) is amended by striking
“certified by the National Education Stand-
ards and Improvement Council and”’.

(14) Section 315 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5895)
is amended—

(A) in subsection (b)—

(i) in paragraph (1)(C), by striking *‘, in-
cluding the requirements for timetables for
opportunity-to-learn standards,’’;

(ii) by striking paragraph (2);

(iii) by redesignating paragraphs (3)
through (b) as paragraphs (2) through (4), re-
spectively;

(iv) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (4) of this subsection’” and inserting
‘“‘paragraph (3)’’;

(v) in paragraph (2) (as redesignated by
clause (iii))—

(I) by striking subparagraph (A);

(IT) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and
(C) as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respec-
tively; and

(ITIT) in subparagraph (A) (as redesignated
in subclause (II)) by striking ¢, voluntary
natural student performance standards, and
voluntary natural opportunity-to-learn
standards developed under part B of title II
of this Act” and inserting ‘‘and voluntary
national student performance standards’’;

(vi) in subparagraph (B) of paragraph (3)
(as redesignated by clause (ii)), by striking
“‘paragraph (5),”” and inserting ‘‘paragraph
(4),”; and

(vii) in paragraph (4) (as redesignated by
clause (ii)), by striking ‘‘paragraph (4)”’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘paragraph
3)7;

(B) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) of subsection (¢)(2)—

(i) by striking ‘‘subsection (b)(4)”’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (b)(3)’; and

(ii) by striking ‘“‘and to provide a frame-
work for the implementation of opportunity-
to-learn standards or strategies’; and

(C) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (b)(4)” each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (b)(3)”.

(15)(A) Section 316 of such Act (20 U.S.C.
5896) is repealed.

in section
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(B) The table of contents for such Act is
amended by striking the item relating to
section 316.

(16) Section 317 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5897)
is amended—

(A) in subsection (d)(4), by striking ‘‘pro-
mote the standards and strategies described
in section 306(d),”’; and

(B) in subsection (e)—

(i) in paragraph (2), by inserting
after the semicolon;

(ii) by striking paragraph (3); and

(iii) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (3).

(17) Section 503 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5933)
is amended—

(A) in subsection (b)—

(i) in paragraph (1)—

(I) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by striking ‘28"’ and inserting ‘‘27’;

(IT) by striking subparagraph (D); and

(IIT) by redesignating subparagraphs (E)
through (G) as subparagraphs (D) through
(F'), respectively;

(ii) in paragraphs (2), (3), and (5), by strik-
ing ‘‘subparagraphs (E), (F), and (G)”’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘subpara-
graphs (D), (E), and (F)”’;

(iii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘subpara-
graph (G)” and inserting ‘‘subparagraph
(F)’;

(iv) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘(C), and
(D)’ and inserting ‘“‘and (C)”’; and

(v) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A) of paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘subpara-
graph (E), (F), or (G)” and inserting ‘‘sub-
paragraph (D), (E), or (F)’’; and

(B) in subsection (¢c)—

(i) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraph (E)” and inserting ‘‘subparagraph
(D)”’; and

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘subpara-
graphs (E), (F), and (&)’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
paragraphs (D), (E), and (F)”’.

(18) Section 504 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 5934)
is amended—

(A) by striking subsection (f); and

(B) by redesignating subsection (g) as sub-
section (f).

(b) ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION
AcCT OF 1965.—

(1) Section 1111 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6311)
is amended—

(A) in subsection (b)(8)(B), by striking
“(which may include opportunity-to-learn
standards or strategies developed under the
Goals 2000: Educate America Act)’’;

(B) in subsection (f), by striking ‘‘oppor-
tunity-to-learn standards or strategies,’’;

(C) by striking subsection (g); and

(D) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-
section (g).

(2) Section 1116 of such Act (20 U.S.C. 6317)
is amended—

(A) in subsection (¢)—

(i) in paragraph (2)(A)(1), by striking all be-
ginning with ‘‘, which may’’ through ‘““Act’’;
and

(ii) in paragraph (6)(B)(i)—

(I) in subclause (VI), by inserting ‘‘and”
after the semicolon;

(IT) in subclause (VII), by striking ‘‘; and”
and inserting a period; and

(ITI) by striking subclause (VIII); and

(B) in subsection (d)—

(i) in paragraph (4)(B), by striking all be-
ginning with ‘‘, and may’ through “Act’;
and

(ii) in paragraph (6)(B)(i)—

(I) by striking subclause (IV); and

(IT) by redesignating subclauses (V)
through (VIII) as subclauses (IV) through
(VII), respectively.

(3) Section 1501(a)(2)(B) of such Act (20
U.S.C. 6491(a)(2)(B)) is amended—

(A) by striking clause (v); and

“and”
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(B) by redesignating clauses (vi) through
(x) as clauses (v) through (ix), respectively.

(4) Section 10101(b)(1)(A)({d) of such Act (20
U.S.C. 8001(b)(1)(A)(1)) is amended by striking
‘“‘and opportunity-to-learn standards or
strategies for student learning’’.

(5) Section 14701(b)(1)(B)(v) of such Act (20
U.S.C. 8941(b)(1)(B)(v)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘the National Education Goals Panel,”
and all that follows through ‘‘assessments)’”’
and inserting ‘‘and the National Education
Goals Panel”.

(c) GENERAL EDUCATION PROVISIONS ACT.—
Section 428 of the General Education Provi-
sions Act (20 U.S.C. 1228b), as amended by
section 237 of the Improving America’s
Schools Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-382) is
amended by striking ‘‘the National Edu-
cation Standards and Improvement Coun-
cil,”.

(d) EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1978.—Sec-
tion 1121(b) of the Education Amendments of
1978 (25 U.S.C. 2001(b)), as amended by section
381 of the Improving America’s Schools Act
of 1994 (Public Law 103-382) is amended by
striking ‘‘213(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘203(a)(2)”’.®

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself
and Mr. INOUYE):

S. 470. A bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to prohibit the
distribution to the public of violent
video programming during hours when
children are reasonably likely to com-
prise a substantial portion of the audi-
ence; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

THE CHILDREN’S PROTECTION FROM TELEVISION

VIOLENCE ACT

e Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, today
I am re-introducing legislation that
will protect children from the harmful
effects of gratuitous television vio-
lence. As the President said in his
State of the Union Address, the enter-
tainment industry has a “* * * respon-
sibility to assess the impact of [its]
work and to understand the damage
that comes from the incessant, repet-
itive mindless violence that permeates
our media all the time.” I do not be-
lieve the industry has done its best to
honor that special responsibility.

My approach is the most reasonable
and feasible way to deal with the re-
ality that television has become the
permanent babysitter and some-time
parent. The television does not simply
occupy a child’s time; it has become
one of the more powerful influences in
a child’s life. Yet it continues to be
nothing but a vast wasteland.

We’ve heard all the commitments to
reduce the level of violence on tele-
vision. We’ve heard the commitments
to improve the quality of children’s
programming. But what has been the
result? More violence. The industry’s
primary focus continues to be the bot-
tom line—not on the quality of the pro-
gramming and its educational value.

The evidence is overwhelming. Ar-
nold Goldstein, the Director of the Cen-
ter for Research on Aggression at Syra-
cuse University, has done extensive re-
search in the area of violence and its
impact on youth. His research conclu-
sively finds a link between TV violence
and real-world violence and adds sup-
port to congressional efforts to curb
the amount of violence on television.
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The Commerce Committee’s hearing
record last Congress provides further
evidence of the extent of violence in so-
ciety. Each year, over 20,000 people are
murdered in the United States—1 per-
son is killed every 22 minutes. Violence
is the second leading cause of death for
Americans between the ages of 15 and
24. The Centers for Disease Control now
considers violence to be a public health
problem.

According to several studies, tele-
vision violence increased in the 1980’s
both during prime time and during
children’s television hours. Evidence
shows that children spend more time
watching television than they spend in
school. For example, children between
the ages of 2 and 11 watch television an
average of 28 hours per week. Further-
more, a University of Pennsylvania
study documented that a record 32 vio-
lent acts per hour were shown during
children’s shows in 1992. The American
Psychological Association [APA] esti-
mates that a typical child will watch
8,000 murders and 100,000 acts of vio-
lence Dbefore finishing elementary
school.

The Commerce Committee has been
looking at the issue of television vio-
lence and its impact on youth. Last
Congress, the Commerce Committee
held a hearing on this issue and found
that there is indeed a compelling gov-
ernmental interest to protect children
from the harmful effects of violence on
television. To address this interest, my
bill directs the Federal Communica-
tions Commission [FCC] to adopt rules
to require the networks and cable in-
dustry to channel violent programming
into times of the day when children are
not likely to comprise a substantial
part of the audience. This is consistent
with Supreme Court decisions recog-
nizing the compelling nature of the
Government’s interest in helping par-
ents supervise their children and in
independently protecting the well
being of its youth.

I am sensitive to the constitutional
concerns raised by this issue. However,
I believe the safe harbor mandated by
my bill is sound public policy and is
the least restrictive means to protect
children. The courts have found many
deficiencies in past legislative efforts
to curb indecent programming. In fact,
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia ruled that the safe
harbor timeframe for indecent broad-
casts from 12 midnight to 6 a.m. was
unconstitutional. The court said the
timeframe mandated by Congress and
adopted in the FCC’s rules was overly
broad and not based upon a sufficient
record.

My bill avoids the deficiencies found
in prior legislative efforts. In Action
for Children’s Television versus FCC
(Act IV), the court said the FCC’s ef-
fort to implement a safe harbor for in-
decent programming failed because its
regulations attempted to protect every
person—adults and children—from the
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harmful effects of indecent program-
ming. The FCC failed to balance prop-
erly the first amendment consider-
ations necessary to restrict indecent
broadcasts since the FCC’s rules did
not exclude adults from the persons to
be protected from indecent broadcasts.

In his concurring opinion, Judge Ed-
wards asserted that violent program-
ming is more harmful to children than
indecent broadcasts and that a more
compelling case can be made for regu-
lating violence—if the regulation is
narrowly tailored. Judge Edwards stat-
ed that ‘‘the strength of the Govern-
ment’s interest in shielding children
from exposure to indecent program-
ming is tied directly to the magnitude
of the harms sought to be prevented.
The apparent lack of specific evidence
of harms from indecent programming
stands in direct contrast, for example,
to the evidence of harm caused by vio-
lent programming—a genre that, as
yet, has gone virtually unregulated.”’

My bill does not ban programs with
violence, and it does not regulate the
content of any program. Rather, it di-
rects the FCC to adopt rules to require
the networks and the cable industry to
channel violent programming into
time slots when children are not likely
to comprise a substantial part of the
audience.

The programming that children
watch today is no longer produced by a
few Hollywood studios and broadcast
by three networks. We now have an es-
tablished fourth network, several
emerging networks, independent tele-
vision stations, and cable television,
all of which have multiple sources of
programming. Therefore, we can no
longer hold just the three networks re-
sponsible for what children watch.
That is why my bill adopts a broad ap-
proach directed at all providers of
video programming.

I am convinced this bill is the least
restrictive means by which we can
limit children’s exposure to violent
programming. I urge my colleagues to
consider it carefully.

I ask unanimously consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 470

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Children’s
Protection from Violent Programming Act
of 1995,

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:

(1) Television influences children’s percep-
tion of the values and behavior that are com-
mon and acceptable in society.

(2) Television station operators, cable tele-
vision system operators, and video program-
mers should follow practices in connection
with video programming that take into con-
sideration that television broadcast and
cable programming—

(A) has established a uniquely pervasive
presence in the lives of all Americans; and
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(B) is readily accessible to children.

(3) Violent video programming influences
children, as does indecent programming.

(4) There is empirical evidence that chil-
dren exposed to violent video programming
at a young age have a higher tendency for
violent and aggressive behavior later in life
than those children not so exposed. Children
exposed to violent video programming are
prone to assume that acts of violence are ac-
ceptable behavior and therefore to imitate
such behavior.

(5) There is a compelling governmental in-
terest in limiting the negative influences of
violent video programming on children.

(6) There is a compelling governmental in-
terest in channeling programming with vio-
lent content to periods of the day when chil-
dren are not likely to comprise a substantial
portion of the television audience.

(7) Restricting the hours when violent
video programming is shown is the least re-
strictive and most narrowly tailored means
to achieve that compelling governmental in-
terest.

(8) Warning labels about the violent con-
tent of video programming will not in them-
selves prevent children from watching vio-
lent video programming.

SEC. 3. UNLAWFUL DISTRIBUTION OF VIOLENT
PROGRAMMING.

Title VII of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 601 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section:
“SEC. 714. UNLAWFUL DISTRIBUTION OF VIO-

LENT PROGRAMMING.

‘“‘(a) UNLAWFUL DISTRIBUTION.—It shall be
unlawful for any person to—

‘(1) distribute to the public any violent
video programming during hours when chil-
dren are reasonably likely to comprise a sub-
stantial portion of the audience; or

‘“(2) knowingly produce or provide material
for such distribution.

“(b) RULEMAKING PROCEEDING.—The Com-
mission shall conduct a rulemaking pro-
ceeding to implement the provisions of this
section and shall promulgate final regula-
tions pursuant to that proceeding not later
than 9 months after the date of enactment of
the Children’s Protection From Violent Pro-
gramming Act of 1995. As part of that pro-
ceeding, the Commission—

“(1) may exempt from the prohibition
under subsection (a) programming (including
news programs, documentaries, educational
programs, and sporting events) whose dis-
tribution does not conflict with the objective
of protecting children from the negative in-
fluences of violent video programming, as
that objective is reflected in the findings in
section 2 of the Children’s Protection From
Violent Programming Act of 1995;

‘“(2) shall exempt premium and pay-per-
view cable programming; and

““(3) shall define the term ‘hours when chil-
dren are reasonable likely to comprise a sub-
stantial portion of the audience’ and the
term ‘violent video programming’.

‘“(c) REPEAT VIOLATIONS.—If a person re-
peatedly violates this section or any regula-
tion promulgated under this section, the
Commission shall, after notice and oppor-
tunity for hearing, immediately repeal any
license issued to that person under this Act.

‘“(d) CONSIDERATION OF VIOLATIONS IN LI-
CENSE RENEWALS.—The Commission shall
consider, among the elements in its review of
an application for renewal of a license under
this Act, whether the licensee has complied
with this section and the regulations pro-
mulgated under this section.

‘“(e) DEFINITION.—AS used in this section,
the term ‘distribute’ means to send, trans-
mit, retransmit, telecast, broadcast, or ca-
blecast, including by wire, microwave, or
satellite.”.
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SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The prohibition contained in section 714 of
the Communications Act of 1934 (as added by
section 3 of this Act) and the regulations
promulgated thereunder shall be effective on
the date that is 1 year after the date of en-
actment of this Act.e

By Mr. BIDEN (for himself, Mr.
D’AMATO, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr.
ROTH, and Mr. STEVENS):

S. 471. A bill to provide for the pay-
ment to States of plot allowances for
certain veterans eligible for burial in a
national cemetery who are buried in
cemeteries of such States; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

THE VETERANS PLOT ALLOWANCE ACT OF 1995
e Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, today, I
am reintroducing legislation I first of-
fered last year regarding the $150 vet-
erans plot allowance to states. My bill
would provide a payment for all vet-
erans—not just some veterans—who
are buried free of charge in a State vet-
erans cemetery, if they are eligible for
burial in a national veterans cemetery.
I am pleased to be joined in this effort
today by Senators D’AMATO, HOLLINGS,
ROTH, and STEVENS.

The imperative for enacting this leg-
islation is even greater today than it
was when I introduced the same bill
last May. Earlier this week, the Associ-
ated Press reported that our national
cemeteries are fast running out of
space. Of the 114 national cemeteries,
56—one short of half—are already full.
And, space exists for just 230,000 more
caskets and the cremated remains of
just 50,000 more veterans. Compared
that with the 27 million veterans living
today who will be eligible for burial in
a national cemetery.

For those familiar with veterans
issues, these statistics will not come as
a great shock. In fact, the rapidly
dwindling space in national cemeteries
is one of the main reasons that over a
decade ago, Congress established the
state cemetery grant program. In doing
so, we hoped to encourage States to
build State veterans cemeteries to ease
the burden on the national cemetery
system.

This Federal-State partnership has
not only worked, it is a shining exam-
ple of what the States and the Federal
Government can do together. Since the
creation of the program, over 25 States
have built State veterans cemeteries—
and there are now 42 such cemeteries
throughout the United States. For
States like Delaware, which do not
have a national cemetery at all, the
State cemetery program ensures that
veterans will receive the dignified bur-
ial they deserve in a veterans-only
cemetery, while being buried closer to
home than if they were buried in a na-
tional cemetery.

Now, however, I fear that this part-
nership is at risk—precisely when we
need it the most. The reason is because
of an anomaly in the law. States are
required to bury in a State-owned vet-
erans cemetery those veterans who are
eligible for burial in a national vet-
erans cemetery—that is, all honorably
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discharged veterans. To help meet the
cost, the Federal Government promised
to pay a $150 plot allowance to the
State for each veteran who is buried
free of charge. But—and here is the
catch—this payment is not made for all
honorably discharged veterans. Rather,
a State is eligible for the plot allow-
ance only for burying veterans who
meet a set of more restrictive criteria.
Specifically, the plot allowance is paid
only for those veterans who: First,
were receiving veterans disability com-
pensation or a veterans pension; sec-
ond, died in a VA hospital; third, were
indigent, and the body was unclaimed;
or fourth, were, or could have been, dis-
charged from the military due to a dis-
ability.

In short, State-owned veterans ceme-
teries exist to help relieve the Federal
Government of its responsibility to
bury all veterans in national ceme-
teries. At the same time, States do not
receive the $150 plot allowance for
burying all national cemetery eligible
veterans. It seems to me that this dis-
parate treatment is in conflict with the
very purpose for which State veterans
cemeteries were established.

And, because of the limits on the
payment of the plot allowance, I have
heard anecdotal evidence in recent
years that some States may soon stop
burying veterans free of charge. They
claim that they cannot afford to do so
when the Federal Government does not
pay the $150 plot allowance.

To further complicate matters, last
year, Congress extended eligibility for
burial in a national cemetery to Na-
tional Guard members and reservists
who have served at least 20 years. By
their eligibility for burial in a national
cemetery, they are also now eligible
for burial in State veterans cemeteries.
But, of course, few, if any, will meet
the four-point criteria I mentioned a
moment ago—and the States will not
receive a $150 plot allowance for their
burial.

So, Mr. President, as we are asking
more of State veterans cemeteries—
through expanded eligibility and
through decreased space in national
cemeteries—and as State veterans
cemeteries become more vital to the
national cemetery system, we need to
ensure that States continue to partici-
pate in the program. To guarantee
that—and to be fair to the States—my
legislation would simply provide
States the $150 plot allowance for bury-
ing without charge any veterans eligi-
ble for burial in a national veterans
cemetery. No more restricted criteria.
No more contradictory goals. Only one
simple and fair rule: If a State buries a
veteran in lieu of burial in a national
cemetery, the State is paid the plot al-
lowance.

If my legislation were enacted, the
Congressional Budget Office has esti-
mated that it would cost the Federal
Government about $1 million annually.
While my bill does not have offsetting
reductions in other Federal spending to
cover this cost, I am committed to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

finding such reductions before the
measure is passed.

Mr. President, on this, the 50th anni-
versary of the Battle of Iwo Jima—at a
time when we are honoring the brave
men who fought there and the almost
7,000 who died there—it is well to re-
member that the Federal Government
is duty-bound to give all of our vet-
erans a decent and dignified burial. The
legislation I am introducing today will
help to ensure that we live up to that
solemn commitment. I urge my col-
leagues to cosponsor this bill.e

By Mr. DODD (for himself and
Mr. KENNEDY):

S. 472. A bill to consolidate and ex-
pand Federal child care services to pro-
mote self-sufficiency and support
working families, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Labor and
Human Resources.

THE CHILD CARE CONSOLIDATION AND
INVESTMENT ACT OF 1995

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Child Care Con-
solidation and Investment Act. I am
pleased to offer this legislation with
my colleague, Senator KENNEDY.

The bill would consolidate major
child care programs, including the
child care and development block grant
to create a seamless system of child
care for working parents; expand ac-
cess to affordable child care in order to
promote work and self-sufficiency; en-
sure that parents will not be forced to
leave their children in unsafe situa-
tions to comply with work require-
ments; and build on the child care and
development block grant to encourage
parental choice, provide for quality and
ensure basic health and safety stand-
ards.

I attended a hearing of the Sub-
committee on Children and Families
last week which highlighted the need
for this legislation. We heard from sev-
eral witnesses about the desperate need
for an increased investment in child
care. We also heard about the unin-
tended but terrible consequences of im-
posing work requirements or time lim-
its for welfare without a corresponding
investment in child care.

In addition, witnesses discussed the
importance of emphasizing quality
child care. It is not enough to simply
warehouse our children. We must pro-
vide them with a safe, clean, stimu-
lating environment. They deserve no
less. That is why our bill would pre-
serve and build on the quality compo-
nent of the child care and development
block grant.

The bill seeks to simplify and con-
solidate Federal child care programs in
hopes of creating seamless support so
that individuals have access to child
care as they move from welfare to job
training to work. But it recognizes
that consolidation, as important as it
is, is no substitute for devoting re-
sources to meet the needs of our kids.

Finally, the bill would seek to put
child care at its rightful place in the
center of the welfare reform debate. It
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would require any State that imposes
work requirements on welfare recipi-
ents to offer child care assistance for
the recipients’ children.

BARRIERS BETWEEN WELFARE AND WORK

I think we all share the same goal in
reforming the welfare system—to en-
courage self-sufficiency and reward
work. To get the job done, we must
identify the barriers between individ-
uals on welfare and work—and then do
our best to eliminate those barriers.

Our bill recognizes that one of the
most significant barriers to work is a
lack of affordable, quality child care.
But most of the welfare reform pro-
posals coming from the other side of
the aisle are woefully inadequate on
this point.

Most of the plans would put welfare
recipients to work. I wholeheartedly
agree that work and job training re-
quirements are critical if we ever hope
to break the cycle of poverty. Placing
work at the center of our welfare pol-
icy is the right approach.

But this raises an important ques-
tion. Since two-thirds of families re-
ceiving aid to families with dependent
children have at least one pre-school
age child, what happens to the children
while their parents are at work? Where
do they go? Who will look out for
them?

The major Republican proposal in the
House completely ignores these ques-
tions. Instead of putting children at
the center of the welfare reform de-
bate—as they should be—some Repub-
licans are treating them as nuisances
to be swept under the rug.

At a time when we should be invest-
ing in child care to make work pos-
sible, the House bill would cut child
care funding. The House bill would
eliminate child care subsidies for
377,000 kids by the year 2000, and cut
funding by 24 percent by that time. The
House bill would also completely elimi-
nate quality standards—even minimal
health and safety requirements.

During a subcommittee mark-up in
the other body last week, Representa-
tive JIM NUSSLE had the following to
say about proposals to ensure child
care as part of welfare reform:

Pretty soon we’ll have the department of
the alarm clocks to wake them up in the
morning and the department of bedtime sto-
ries to tuck them in at night. It’s not the
Government’s responsibility.

That kind of flip, cavalier attitude
toward our Nation’s children is com-
pletely unacceptable. I would suggest
the Government does have a responsi-
bility to young children. It is not kids’
fault that their parents are on welfare,
and they shouldn’t be punished for the
mistakes or bad luck of adults.

I maintain that if we are going to put
welfare parents to work, we have an
obligation to do something for their
kids. It’s just that simple.

MAKING A BAD SITUATION WORSE

Demand for child care already out-
strips the supply. There are now thou-
sands of children on waiting lists in 37
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States. You don’t need to be an econo-
mist to understand what would happen
if 2 to 3 million additional children
need child care when their parents are
put to work.

A bad situation will grow worse. In-
creased demand will drive up fees—
pricing more working families out of
the system. Former welfare recipients
will find it difficult to remain in the
job market if they have no one to care
for their kids. The quality of child care
will decline. We will find that we
haven’t reformed much of anything.

We must recognize that to build a
welfare system that truly rewards
work, we must have a national child
care policy that makes work possible.

We have a wealth of hard evidence to
prove this point:

A study by the Illinois Department of
Public Aid found that 42 percent of
AFDC recipients said that child care
problems kept them from working full-
time. Twenty percent said they had
abandoned jobs and returned to welfare
within the previous year—because of
inadequate child care.

Child care expenses and simple eco-
nomics often conspire to make welfare
more attractive than work. The GAO
found that the median family income
of the working poor was $159 higher per
month than those of AFDC recipients.
But working poor families pay an aver-
age of $260 per month on child care—
more than enough to wipe out the eco-
nomic advantage they get from work-
ing.

If we want to replace welfare with
work, it is obvious we must do some-
thing about child care. And if we want
to do something about child care for
the working poor, the child care devel-
opment block grant is the place to
start: 70 percent of the children served
by the block grant have working par-
ents and 67 percent of the children have
family incomes at or below poverty.

The child care development block
grant provides funds to States to help
parents pay for care. It encourages
States to increase the number of pro-
viders and make it easier for parents to
find the care they need.

The new investments in child care
have already paid off. In many States,
the financial support available for low-
income families has more than dou-
bled.

QUALITY

The child care development block
grant is also noteworthy because it
provides the States with money to in-
vest in quality, a provision that sets it
apart from any other source of Federal
child care funds.

A major study released this month
clearly illustrated how critical this
emphasis on quality is. The multiyear,
multistate study, entitled ‘‘Cost, Qual-
ity, and Child Outcomes in Child Care
Centers,” was conducted by a team of
researchers at four wuniversities. It
found that only one in seven child care
centers provides good quality child
care.

For infants and toddlers, the situa-
tion is particularly bad. A staggering
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40 percent of child care centers do not
meet minimal standards for this group,
meaning basic sanitary conditions are
not met, there are safety problems or
learning is not encouraged.

The poor quality of child care al-
ready puts our kids at risk. The situa-
tion will only grow worse if we try to
shove millions more kids into the sys-
tem with no thought to the quality of
that system.

That’s why our bill would build on
the block grant’s commitment to qual-
ity. The block grant’s quality set-aside
funds a variety of efforts, including
renovations and repairs to help centers
meet State licensing standards, the
purchase of educational materials, sup-
port for low-income family home child
care providers, and training and tech-
nical assistance for staff. These are
critical efforts, and they should be con-
tinued.

Child care has been a strongly bipar-
tisan issue in the Senate, and I hope
colleagues from both sides of the aisle
will join us in this effort to put chil-
dren at the center of the welfare re-
form debate. Let’s not leave our kids
behind.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 472

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Child Care
Consolidation and Investment Act of 1995,
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—

(1) fragmentation of the Federal Govern-
ment’s major child care assistance programs
has left gaps for many parents moving from
welfare to work;

(2) child care problems have prevented 34
percent of poor mothers between the ages 21
and 29 from working;

(3) %5 of all families receiving assistance
under the Aid to Families with Dependent
Children program have at least one preschool
age child and need child care in order to
work;

(4) there already exists an unmet need for
child care assistance—37 States now have
waiting lists that can run as high as 35,000
individuals;

(5) child care directly affects an individ-
ual’s ability to stay in the work force;

(6) welfare reform that places work at its
center will increase the demand for child
care and require an additional investment of
resources,;

(7) child care consumes $260 per month or
about 27 percent of income for average work-
ing poor families, leaving them with less in-
come than families eligible for assistance
under the Aid to Families with Dependent
Children program;

(8) quality must be a central feature of the
child care policy of the United States;

(9) only 1 in 7 day care centers offer good
quality care;

(10) 40 percent of day care centers serving
infants and toddlers do not meet basic sani-
tary conditions, have safety problems, and
do not encourage learning; and

(11) only 9 percent of family and relative
day care is considered good quality care.
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SEC. 3. PURPOSE.

It is the purpose of this Act to—

(1) eliminate program fragmentation and
create a seamless system of high quality
child care that allows for continuity of care
for children as parents move from welfare to
job training to work;

(2) provide for parental choice among high
quality child care programs; and

(3) increase the availability of high quality
affordable child care in order to promote self
sufficiency and support working families.

SEC. 4. AMENDMENTS TO CHILD CARE AND DE-
VELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT ACT OF
1990.

(a) APPROPRIATIONS.—Section 658B of the
Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858) is amended to read
as follows:

“SEC. 658B. APPROPRIATION.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purpose of pro-
viding child care services for eligible chil-
dren through the awarding of grants to
States under this subchapter, the Secretary
of Health and Human Services shall pay,
from funds in Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, $2,302,000,000 for fiscal year 1996,
$2,790,000,000 for fiscal year 1997, $3,040,000,000
for fiscal year 1998, $3,460,000,000 for fiscal
year 1999, and $4,030,000,000 for fiscal year
2000.

‘“‘(b) ADJUSTMENTS.—If the amounts appro-
priated under subsection (a) are not suffi-
cient to provide services to each child whose
parent is required to undertake education,
job training, job search, or employment as a
condition of eligibility for benefits under
part A of title IV of the Social Security Act,
the Secretary shall pay, from funds in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such
sums as may be necessary to ensure the im-
plementation of section 658E(c)(3)(E) with re-
spect to each such child.”.

(b) AWARDING OF GRANTS.—Section 658C of
the Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858a) is amended by

striking ‘‘is authorized to’’ and inserting
“shall”.
(c) SUPPLEMENTATION.—Section

658E(c)(2)(J) of the Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858c(c)(2)(J)) is amended by inserting ‘‘in
fiscal year 1995 before the period.

(d) SET-ASIDES FOR QUALITY AND WORKING
FAMILIES, AND CHILD CARE GUARANTEE.—Sec-
tion 658K (c)(3) of the Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858c(¢)(3))—

(1) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘25 per-
cent’ and inserting ‘‘20 percent’’; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subparagraphs:

‘(D) ASSISTANCE FOR LOW-INCOME WORKING
FAMILIES.—The State shall reserve not less
than 50 percent of the amount provided to
the State and available for providing serv-
ices under this subchapter, to carry out child
care activities to support low-income work-
ing families residing in the State.

‘“(E) CHILD CARE GUARANTEE.—The State
plan shall provide assurances that the avail-
ability of child care under the grant will be
coordinated in an appropriate manner (as de-
termined by the Secretary) with the require-
ments of part A of title IV of the Social Se-
curity Act. Such coordination shall ensure
that the parent of a dependent child is not
required to undertake an education, job
training, job search, or employment require-
ment unless child care assistance in an ap-
propriate child care program is made avail-
able.”.

(e) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—Section
658E(c) of the Child Care and Development
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Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858c(c)) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

‘(6) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—With respect
to amounts made available to a State in
each fiscal year beginning with fiscal year
1996, that exceed the aggregate amounts re-
ceived by the State for child care services in
fiscal year 1995, the State plan shall provide
that, with respect to the costs to be incurred
by the State in carrying out the activities
for which a grant under this subchapter is
awarded, the State will make available (di-
rectly or through in-kind donations from
public or private entities) non-Federal con-
tributions in an amount equal to not less
than $1 for every $4 of Federal funds provided
under the grant.”.

(f) IMPROVING QUALITY.—

(1) INCREASE IN REQUIRED FUNDING.—Sec-
tion 658G of the Child Care and Development
Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858e) is
amended by striking ‘‘not less than 20 per-
cent’ and inserting ‘50 percent’’.

(2) QUALITY IMPROVEMENT INCENTIVE INITIA-
TIVE.—Section 658G of the Child Care and De-
velopment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858e) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘““A State” and inserting
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A State’’; and

(B) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(b) QUALITY IMPROVEMENT INCENTIVE INI-
TIATIVE.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish a child care quality improvement in-
centive initiative to make funds available to
States that demonstrate progress in the im-
plementation of—

““(A) innovative teacher training programs
such as the Department of Defense staff de-
velopment and compensation program for
child care personnel; or

‘(B) enhanced child care quality standards
and licensing and monitoring procedures.

‘“(2) FUNDING.—From the amounts made
available for each fiscal year under sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall reserve not
to exceed $50,000,000 in each such fiscal year
to carry out this subsection.”.

(g) BEFORE- AND AFTER-SCHOOL SERVICES.—
Section 658H(a) of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858f(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘not less
than 75 percent’” and inserting ‘‘50 percent’’.

(h) PAYMENTS.—Section 658J(a) of the Child
Care and Development Block Grant Act of
1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858h) is amended by striking
“Subject to the availability of appropria-
tion, a’’ and inserting ‘“A”’.

(i) ALLOTMENTS.—Section 6580(b) of the
Child Care and Development Block Grant
Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858m(b)) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
paragraph:

() ALLOTMENT.—

‘““(A) BASE ALLOTMENT.—Effective begin-
ning with fiscal year 1996, the amount allot-
ted to a State under this section shall in-
clude the base amount that the State re-
ceived under this Act, and under the provi-
sions repealed under section 5 of the Child
Care Consolidation and Investment Act of
1995, in fiscal year 1995.

‘“(B) ADDITIONAL AMOUNTS.—Effective be-
ginning with fiscal year 1996, any amounts
appropriated under section 658B for a fiscal
year and remaining after the requirement of
subparagraph (A) is complied with, shall be
allotted to States pursuant to the formula
described in paragraph (1).”.

SEC. 5. PROGRAM REPEALS.

(a) AFDC JOBS AND TRANSITIONAL CHILD
CARE.—

(1) REPEAL.—Paragraphs (1), (3), (4), (5), (6),
and (7) of section 402(g) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 602(g)) are repealed.
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(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Part A of
title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
601 et seq.) is amended—

(A) in section 402(a)(19)
602(a)(19))—

(i) in subparagraph (B)({i)(I), by striking
‘“‘section 402(g)” and inserting ‘‘the Child
Care Development Block Grant Act of 1990
(42 U.S.C. 9858 et seq.)”’;

(ii) in subparagraph (C)(iii)(IT), by striking
‘“‘section 402(g)”’ and inserting ‘‘the Child
Care Development Block Grant Act of 1990
(42 U.S.C. 9858 et seq.)”’;

(iii) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 402(g)” and inserting ‘‘the Child Care
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42
U.S.C. 9858 et seq.)’’; and

(iv) in subparagraph (F)(iv), by striking
‘“‘section 402(g)” and inserting ‘‘section
402(g)(2) and the Child Care Development
Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 et
seq.)”’;

(B) in section 402(g)(2) (42 U.S.C. 602(2)(2)),
by striking ‘‘(in addition to guaranteeing
child care under paragraph (1))”’; and

(C) in section 403(1)(1)(A) (42 TU.S.C.
603(1)(1)(A)), by striking ‘‘(including expendi-
tures for child care under section
402(g)(1)(A)(1), but only in the case of a State
with respect to which section 1108 applies)”’.

(b) AT-RISK CHILD CARE.—Sections 402(i)
and 403(n) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 602(i), 603(n)) are repealed.

(c) STATE DEPENDENT CARE GRANTS.—Sub-
chapter E of chapter 8 of subtitle A of title
VI of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation
Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 9871 et seq.) is repealed.

(d) CHILD DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATE SCHOL-
ARSHIP ASSISTANCE ACT.—The Child Develop-
ment Associate Scholarship Assistance Act
of 1985 (42 U.S.C. 10901 et seq.) is repealed.

(e) SECRETARIAL SUBMISSION OF LEGISLA-
TIVE PROPOSAL FOR TECHNICAL AND CON-
FORMING AMENDMENTS.—The Secretary of
Health and Human Services shall, within 90
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, submit to the appropriate committees
of the Congress, a legislative proposal pro-
viding for such technical and conforming
amendments in the law as are required by
the provisions of subsections (a) and (c).

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senator DODD in intro-
ducing the Child Care Consolidation
and Investment Act of 1995.

For far too many American families
‘““Home Alone” is not just a movie, but
a daily crisis. The struggle for decent
child care is a fact of life that all work-
ing families understand—regardless of
their income.

Today and everyday,
American families face impossible
choices—cruel choices, between the
jobs they need and the children they
love—heart-wrenching choices between
putting food on the table and finding
safe and affordable child care for their
young sons and daughters.

Nine million children live in single-
parent working families. Twenty-seven
million more children live in two-par-
ent families where both parents work.
The average cost of child care is nearly
$5,000 a year—yet the take home pay
from a minimum wage job is stuck at
$8,500. This standard of living is not
manageable. It is not fair and it is not
acceptable.

We have heard a lot about turning
welfare into work, but not nearly
enough about who will care for the 10
million children on AFDC when their
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parents are in job training or at work.
If we are serious about promoting
work, if we mean it when we talk about
strengthening families instead of pun-
ishing then, we must deal with the es-
sential issue of child care.

We know that every day, millions of
young children are left in unsupervised
settings and in poor quality child care
that jeopardize their health and safe-
ty—not because their parents do not
care, but because they lack options,
lack information, and lack cash.

Today, 21 million low-income chil-
dren under 12 are eligible for services
under the Federal child care programs.
Yet only 6 percent of these children re-
ceive this essential support. Govern-
ment cannot replace parents, but it can
and should help them in their efforts to
make ends meet and care for the chil-
dren.

Quality child care creates oppor-
tunity and increases productivity—not
just for one generation, but for two
generations. Child care is not about
giving parents a blank check. It is
about giving them a fair chance. Leav-
ing children out of welfare reform will
make a mockery of any such reform. It
will pass the real life tragedy of de-
pendency on from this generation to
the next. Families cannot afford that—
and neither can the Nation.

The current child care and develop-
ment block grant is a tribute to bipar-
tisan cooperation and effective part-
nerships. For the families whose lives
it has touched, it has made child care
more affordable and resource and refer-
ral services more available. It has
guaranteed higher quality. It strikes a
good balance between flexibility and
accountability.

Unfortunately, this sound structure
does not guide all Federal child care
spending, but it should. It is the strong
foundation on which child care reform
should be constructed.

We must create a system of support
that allows families to move from wel-
fare to job training to work without
continually disrupting the care of their
children. We must build a system with
assistance based on need, not on wel-
fare status. I support this approach to
consolidation and our legislation
moves us in that direction.

The Child Care Consolidation and In-
vestment Act of 1995 combines the
major child care efforts into a single
funding stream, rather than maintain-
ing separate programs for families on
welfare, families recently off welfare,
and families at-risk of falling onto wel-
fare—each with its own rules, regula-
tions, and eligibility standards. Fami-
lies have enough stress in their lives
without having to weave their way
through this maze—all too often only
to hear that there is no more help
available.

But consolidation alone will never be
enough. In the end, it will only mean
well-organized deck chairs on a ship
that 1is sinking. Consolidation can
streamline bureaucracy and enhance
efficiency, but it will not produce real
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savings to meet the every-increasing
need for quality child care.

To do more than end welfare, we
must remove the existing barriers to
self-sufficiency, not raise them higher.
For many, that barrier is lack of child
care. One in three poor women not in
the labor force say child care is their
greatest barrier to participation. One
in five part-time workers say they
would work longer hours if child care is
available and affordable.

Two-thirds of AFDC families have at
least one preschool child. They need
child care assistance in order to enroll
in job training, job search, or edu-
cational activities.

There have been loud calls for cut-
ting benefits and ending welfare. But
there has been a deafening silence on
child care. It is time to break that si-
lence and put together a realistic pro-
gram—based not on rhetoric but on re-
sults.

The bill approved Act passed by the
House Republicans will roll back the
positive advances we have made. Ac-
cording to estimates from the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services,
the proposal will cut child care funds
by 20 percent—a $2.5 billion reduction
over the next 5 years. In the year 2000,
400,000 fewer children will receive this
essential assistance. That does not
sound like progress and it isn’t
progress. More children ‘‘Home Alone”’
is never progress.

On top of all that, now they even
want to slash nutrition aid for schools
and for child care food programs. If
taking food out of the mouths of hun-
gry children is not Republican extre-
mism, I do not know what is. Repub-
licans like to boast about their new
ideas, but these ideas are out to lunch.

In contrast, the Child Care Consoli-
dation and Investment Act provides
the resources needed to promote self-
sufficiency and to support working
families. It is a realistic pro-work and
pro-family proposal. The Act will give
AFDC families a helping hand and it
will give working families a fighting
chance for a better life. It will bring a
long-needed cease-fire to the battle for
limited slots between families trying
to get off welfare and families trying to
stay off welfare—a battle with no win-
ners.

We must reject any policy that pulls
the rug out from under families just as
they are getting on their feet. Such ap-
proaches are callous and counter-
productive. In Massachusetts, of moth-
ers who left welfare for work and then
returned to welfare, 35 percent said
child care problems were the reason.
Additional support at that critical
time could have made all the dif-
ference.

Recent studies remind us of the me-
diocre to poor quality of child care
that most children receive. Only one in
seven child care centers offers quality
care and only 9 percent of family day
care homes are found to be of high
quality. Children deserve more than
custodial care. They need individual
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attention and a safe place to learn and
grow.

As the Inspector General of the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices stated in a recent report:

The Child Care and Development Block
Grant has been the principal source of Fed-
eral support to strengthen the quality and
enhance the supply of child care. The imple-
mentation of the Act has been instrumental
in raising the standards of other child care
programs.

This act will take the next step by
applying the requirement of quality
standards to all Federal efforts, and by
continuing to set aside a percentage of
all child care funds to enable States to
strengthen the quality of their pro-
grams. The innovative approaches that
States have taken under this act have
benefited all children in child care—
not just those receiving assistance.

Clearly, for all of us who care about
working families and genuine welfare
reform, facing up to the challenge of
child care deserves much higher pri-
ority than it has had so far.

By Mr. BOND (for himself, Mr.
SIMON, Mr. ASHCROFT, and Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN):

S.J. Res. 27. Joint resolution to grant
the consent of the Congress to certain
additional powers conferred upon the
Bi-State Development Agency by the
States of Missouri and Illinois; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

THE BI-STATE COMPACT AMENDMENT ACT OF 1995

e Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I am
pleased to introduce this joint resolu-
tion with my friend and colleague, Sen-
ator ASHCROFT; the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from the State of Illinois,
Senator SIMON; and my colleague and
junior Senator from the State of Illi-
nois, Senator MOSELY-BRAUN.

The Bi-State Development Agency of
the Missouri-Illinois Metropolitan Dis-
trict is an interstate compact agency.
The purpose of this joint resolution is
to seek congressional approval for leg-
islation enacted by the States of Mis-
souri and Illinois which grants addi-
tional powers to the agency.

Since the agency’s passenger trans-
portation systems operate through var-
ious local jurisdictions, the agency has
had difficulty insuring that fare eva-
sion and other conduct prohibited on
agency facilities and conveyances, and
the penalties therefore, are uniform. In
addition, issues have arisen regarding
the jurisdiction of various local peace
officers to arrest for conduct occurring
on the light rail system.

The legislatures of the States of Mis-
souri and Illinois have enacted legisla-
tion to confer the additional powers
necessary to resolve the uniformity
issues which the Bi-State Development
Agency faces. To move forward, these
changes approved by the elected offi-
cials of Missouri and Illinois now need
congressional approval. I urge my col-
leagues to support this joint resolu-
tion.e
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 228
At the request of Mr. MCCONNELL, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
228, a bill to amend certain provisions
of title 5, United States Code, relating
to the treatment of Members of Con-
gress and Congressional employees for
retirement purposes.
S. 233
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. SANTORUM] was added as a
cosponsor of S. 233, a bill to provide for
the termination of reporting require-
ments of certain executive reports sub-
mitted to the Congress, and for other
purposes.
S. 256
At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name
of the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. HELMS] was added as a cosponsor
of S. 256, a bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to establish proce-
dures for determining the status of cer-
tain missing members of the Armed
Forces and certain civilians, and for
other purposes.
S. 351
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. JOHNSTON] and the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. KOHL] were added as co-
sponsors of S. 351, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to make
permanent the credit for increasing re-
search activities.
S. 357
At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
INOUYE] was added as a cosponsor of S.
357, a bill to amend the National Parks
and Recreation Act of 1978 to establish
the Friends of Kaloko-Honokohau, an
advisory commission for the Kaloko-
Honokohau National Historical Park,
and for other purposes.
S. 413
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
name of the Senator from Illinois [Ms.
MOSELEY-BRAUN] was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 413, a bill to amend the
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to in-
crease the minimum wage rate under
such Act, and for other purposes.
S. 434
At the request of Mr. KOHL, the
names of the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. EXON], the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
GRASSLEY], and the Senator from Illi-
nois [Mr. SIMON] were added as cospon-
sors of S. 434, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to increase
the deductibility of business meal ex-
penses for individuals who are subject
to Federal limitations on hours of serv-
ice.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 18
At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the
name of the Senator from California
[Mrs. FEINSTEIN] was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 18,
a joint resolution proposing an amend-
ment to the Constitution relative to
contributions and expenditures in-
tended to affect elections for Federal,
State, and local office.
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